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A LOVING  RELIGIOUS  COAWUJNITN 

yearly  Meeting  this  gear  promises  to  be  very  special  1 (tope  you  wit  be  there  to 
share  in  it , to  help  to  make  it  whatever  it  becomes.  Our  annua ( gathering  is  not  so  much 
something  to  attend as  something  that  we  create  together  in  the  bight.  We  welcome  the 
gift  of  your  Coving  presence  at  ytatfy  Meeting  in  Chico. 

Seven  of  the  (all  ten  yearly  Meetings  have  been  at  Si  Marys  College ’,  a place  we  have 
come  to  love.  This  year  the  lo Cal ion  is  new,  and  there  are  other  signs  of  newness  that 
are  exciting , and  Jar  more  important  than  the  physical  site.  This  newness  is  not 
a matter  of  plans,  but  of  growth)  changes  have  been  germinating  Jor  a number  J 
fears,  and  this  year's  gathering  promises  several  hinds  J powering : 

One  of  the  most  exciting  developments  has  to  do  with  our  young  people.  Tor  several 
years,  young  Triends  have  tried  to  ted  us  that  they  Jeel  a part  of  pearly  Meeting 
and  do  not  welcome  separation.  We  older  Triends  have  been  a bit  slow  to  understand. 
This  year  Junior  Triends  have  made  a similar  appeal  T hope  we  can  be  wise  enough 
to  qraff  the  insights  of  the  goung.  We  do  know  we  are  a community  but  some- 
times others  have  to  remind  us. 

Many  are  concerned  that  we  remember  to  gather  in  cduqust  as  a loving  religious 
communitg.  It  may  be  that  Mietnam  and  continuing  social  concerns  have  confused  us 
in  one  way,  the  pressures  of  the  culture  in  another  ■ the  result  on  the  one  land  Is 
that  we  may  have  drjtcd  'toward  a political  model  on  the  other  hand  toward  a bureau- 
cratic one.  The  one  misconceives  yearly  Meeting  as  the  hiqhest  level  in  a hierarchy, 
above  monthly  and  auarterly  meetinqs;  the  other,  as  a lobbying  Jorce.  I am  made 
very  sad  by  the  thought  of  hundreds  of  Triends  traveling  hundreds  cf  miles  and  spendinq 
thousands  g dollars  to  pool  ike  fancied  political  weakness  of  our  meetings  into  the  imaginary 
political  strcnqth  J Pacjc  Yearly  Meeting,  captured  in  the  labored  coord inq  of  as 
many  official  statements  as  we  can  frame  before  Jatigue  finally  silences  us. 

One  of  the  wearying  jeopardies  of  experience,  to  which  one  must  be  constantly  alert , 
is  the  loss  of  youthful  openness,  or,  as  one  person  put  it,  " the  annihilation  of  surprise. " 

The  rare  moment,  as  one  cf  mg  favorite  people  once  said,  is  not  the  moment  when  there 
is  something  worth  looklnq  at,  but  the  moment  when  we  are  capable  of  seeing  jj:T  us 
come  to  yearly  Meeting  in  a ffnrit  of  expectancy,  seeling  a pervasive  tendering,  dill 
year,  Triends  have  voiced  in  deferent  ways  a strong  yearning  that  we  gather  in  cdugust 
as  a Covin q religious  communitg.  Will  uou  come  In  that  spirit  ? Jf  we  at  do,  we  will 
experience  a deep  deliqht  in  our  gathering,  intensified  by  the  jog  of  seeing  each  other 
again.  Vo  try  do  be  there. 

bowel  Toqer,  Clerk 
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Asenath  Says  Please 

Requests  for  interest  and  sharing  groups  should  come 
through  committees  of  Pacific  Yearly  Meeting  to  Asenath 
Young,  Assistant  Clerk,  535  N.  Fremont  St.,  Pasadena, 
CA.  91103.  In  order  to  make  plans  (room,  time,  etc.) 
these  requests  should  reach  Asenath  by  August  1.  Final 
approval  by  the  Agenda  Review  Committee  will  be  the 
evening  of  August  8.  Groups  not  scheduled  by  then  will 
need  to  be  early  in  the  morning  or  after  evening  Plenary 
Session. 


Moved  — New  Telephones 


Since  last  month,  two  telephone  numbers  of  crucial 
importance  to  PYM  attenders  have  changed: 

Micki  Graham,  Arrangements  Clerk 
(707)  546-5396 

Virginia  Heck,  Transportation  Contact 
883-B  Sonoma  Ave. 

Santa  Rosa,  CA  95404 
(707)  542-1571 


The  Community  of  Two 


We  seem  to  be  so  made  that  a very  large  proportion  of 
us  seek  partners.  And  when  we  get  them,  we  are  more 
often  than  not  driven  apart  by  forces,  angers,  frustrations, 
disappointments  — character  dissonances  about  which  we 
have  little  understanding  and  over  which  less  control. 
What  a way  to  live  — jolting  (not  swinging!)  from  one 
partner  to  another  seeking  bliss  but  enduring  misery.  A 
little  over  two  years  ago  we  explored  with  Friends  the 
processes  and  implications  of  our  partnerships  coming 
apart.  This  time  we  seek  whatever  collective  wisdom 
Friends  can  muster  aimed  at  sticking  them  together.  I 
think  readers  will  not  be  disappointed;  and  this  issue 
will  deserve  nailing  to  your  wall,  along  with  those  on 
divorce,  aging,  and  death. 

RS 

Theology  Conference 

This  year  the  theme  is  “Concepts  of  God.”  Initial  pre- 
sentations will  be  made  by  Catherine  Bruner,  Sali  and 
Walt  Damon-Ruth,  Van  Ernst,  and  Mary  Miche,  and  ex- 
pressions of  personal  belief  systems  will  be  encouraged 
by  each  participant.  The  workshop  idea  is  stressed,  the 
dates  are  August  5-8  (just  before  Yearly  Meeting,  and  at 
the  same  place)  Craig  Hall,  1400  W.  3rd  Street,  Chico, 

CA  95926.  Write  Eric  Moon  to  register,  P.O.  Box  1663, 
Ogden,  UT  84402.  Forty  dollars  for  3 nights,  7 meals. 
Deadline  (?)  July  15. 


Young  Friends, 

Do  we  need  “Young  Friends”  as  an  organized  group? 

Caroline  Cox  & Chris  Barns 
Co-Clerks,  PYM  Young  Friends 


XV  Reunion  General  De  Los  Amigos  En  Mexico 

Friends  are  invited  to  participate  in  the  Fifteenth  Gen- 
eral Reunion,  16-18  September  1977  at  Ciudad  Victoria, 
Tamaulipas,  MEXICO.  The  general  theme  will  be  “Our 
Quaker  Faith  and  its  Expressions,”  accommodations  will 
be  mostly  in  private  homes,  total  costs  will  be  $9.00  (US) 
per  person.  For  information  and  registration,  write  air- 
mail to  Suzanne  Sein,  Casa  de  Los  Amigos,  Ignacio 
Mariscal  132,  MEXICO  (l)D.F. 
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The  Care  and  Feeding  of  Wives,  Husbands  and  Ummers 


I come  to  this  subject  from  two  subjective  idea  centers. 
One  is  negative  and  reflects  my  law  practice,  with  its  rites 
and  jargon,  like  “dissolution  of  marriage”  and  “partner- 
ship agreement.”  The  other  is  my  own  limited  experience 
in  marriage,  which  has  been  as  pleasant  and  rewarding 
(give  or  take  a few  bad  scenes)  as  my  professional  exper- 
ience in  this  area  has  been  disgusting.  From  this  vast  re- 
servoir of  prejudice,  and  unencumbered  by  any  pretense 
of  scientific  method  or  moral  or  religious  validity,  I am 
happy  to  provide  these  maxims: 

1 . IF  YOU’RE  GOING  TO  HAVE  CHILDREN , GET 

MARRIED. 

Many  alternative  relationships  have  evolved  over  the 
years,  and  this  evolution  has  been  busier  than  ever  re- 
cently. It  has  produced,  in  the  words  of  a good  Friend 
of  ours,  the  “ummer.” 

An  ummer  is  a person  who  enjoys  an  intimate  relation- 
ship with  one’s  relative  or  close  friend,  something  more 
than  a “friend”  but  less  than  a spouse.  The  name 
“ummer”  derives  from  the  term  used  to  introduce  this 
person  to  one’s  own  associates,  e.g.  “I  want  you  to  meet 
Cynthia  (or  Fred,  etc.)  Ralph’s  umm  . . . er  . . . ” 

Contemporary  mores  sanction  the  ummer  relationship 
even  when  the  parties  live  together  in  a state  which,  in 
earlier  times,  would  have  been  labelled  “sin”  if  not  certi- 
fied as  marriage  by  the  County  Clerk.  I personally  feel 
that  ummerhood  is  O.K.,  and  that  if  two  people  enjoy  a 
relationship  which  is  mutually  supportive  and  construc- 
tive, enjoyable,  and  not  harmful  to  themselves  or  their 
close  associates,  then  the  extent  of  their  physical,  spiri- 
tual and  intellectual  intimacy  is  no  one  else’s  business. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  one  wishes  to  adopt  or  bear 
children,  the  ummer  relationship  is  really  inadequate.  It 
is  not  fair  to  the  mother,  father  or  child  to  embark  on 
child-rearing  without  a commitment  to  a permanent  rela- 
tionship. Fatherhood  should  mean  more  than  a support 
check  and  reasonable  visitation,  if  any;  motherhood 
should  mean  more  than  a burdensome  task  to  face  alone, 
and  childhood  should  mean  more  than  passing  time. 
Childhood  should  mean  growing  up  in  a complete,  stable 
family  unit  and  being  free  to  form  one’s  own  relationships. 
Ironically,  this  freedom  appears  curtailed  in  children  from 
“broken  homes,”  who  seem  fated  to  repeat  their  parents’ 
patterns  of  unstable  alliances. 

2.  IF  YOU’RE  NOT  GOING  TO  HAVE  CHILDREN, 

IT  MAY  BE  BETTER  NOT  TO  GET  MARRIED. 

This  is,  of  course,  the  converse  of  maxim  no.  1.  While 

the  rules  are  not  completely  reversible,  there  is  some  va- 
lidity in  this  permutation.  Being  an  ummer  may  have  its 
drawbacks,  but  it’s  not  nearly  as  dreadful  as  being,  or 
even  feeling,  locked  into  a bad  situation.  More  of  this 
in  maxim: 


3.  BE  CAREFUL  WHOM  YOU  MARRY. 

I am  constantly  appalled  at  some  of  the  people  people 
marry.  Many  of  the  pairings  which  pass  my  view  might 
have  looked  great  in  central  casting,  the  tennis  tourna- 
ment ladder,  or  the  nominating  committee  report,  but  ye 
gods!  One  does  really  choose  a mate,  or  at  least  one 
surely  exercises  some  choice;  yet  amazingly,  many 
choose  mates  who  are  incompatible  emotionally,  cultur- 
ally and  spiritually.  It  is  the  young  who  seem  most  com- 
pelled to  make  these  horrible  mistakes,  and  I suspect  it 
has  a lot  to  do  with  confusing  a desire  for  experience, 
physical  intimacy  and  peer  status  with  choosing  a com- 
plementary partner,  all  of  which  may  be  another  good 
argument  for  ummerhood. 

4.  DON’T  BEAT  YOUR  WIFE  OR  NAG  YOUR  HUS- 
BAND (OR  YOUR  UMMER  EITHER)  AND  VICE 
VERSA. 

Wives,  husbands  and  ummers  don’t  like  being  beaten 
or  nagged,  and  they  will  react  every  time,  or  if  they  don’t 
seem  to  react,  even  worse  may  be  in  store.  If  you  feel 
the  need  to  strike  out  with  hand,  club,  or  tongue,  reflect 
on  your  anger.  It  may  be  sufficient  to  resolve  your  feel- 
ings merely  to  express  them,  but  do  so  honestly,  so  that 
you  and  your  mate  will  be  able  to  understand  them  and 
deal  with  them.  Say,  “I  feel,”  not  “you  are.”  If  you 
are  tired  of  coddled  eggs  for  breakfast,  say  “I  am  tired 
of  coddled  eggs  for  breakfast,”  not  “You’re  a terrible 
cook!”  Better  yet,  why  don’t  you  cook  breakfast  for  a 
change  and  shut  up  about  the  coddled  eggs?  This  leads 
to  the  next  maxim: 

5.  BE  METICULOUS  ABOUT  SHARING  THE  BENE- 
FITS AND  THE  BURDENS. 

No  mariiage  will  work  unless  there  is  an  equal  sharing 
of  assets  and  obligations,  expenses  and  profits,  and  unless 
both  parties  agree  and  believe  that  there  is  in  fact  such  an 
equal  sharing.  This  may,  but  need  not,  mean  an  actual 
division  of  the  various  tasks  and  joys,  or  it  may  mean  a 
mutually  agreeable  exchange  and  accounting  of  the  jobs 
and  rewards.  This  may  seem  unromantic  and  mechanical, 
but  I have  never  seen  a good  marriage  without  a mutual 
desire  to  share  both  work  and  rewards,  and  a strong  mutu- 
al effort  to  keep  things  fair. 

6.  IF  YOU’VE  BEEN  MARRIED  THREE  YEARS  OR 

HAVE  CHILDREN.  DON’T  GET  DIVORCED. 

Divorce  is  fine  for  beginners,  but  for  old  marrieds  or 

parents  it  creates  problems  which  surpass  its  benefits. 
Except  for  a few  people  who  have  made  a drastic  mis- 
take and  have  realized  their  error  early  on,  no  one  has 
ever  found  happiness  through  divorce.  The  economic  and 
and  emotional  cost  of  divorce  is  catastrophic,  and  the 

/continued  on  page  124  / 
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gain  nonexistent.  Divorcing  persons  seek  peace,  freedom, 
fulfillment,  liberation,  etc.,  and  find  loneliness  and  pen- 
ury. The  exciting  new  relationships,  either  before  or  af- 
ter divorce,  and  all  the  years  of  loving,  caring,  sharing 
and  security  are  down  the  tubes.  Therefore: 

7.  IF  DIVORCE  THREATENS , INSIST  ON  COMMUN- 
ICATION AND  COUNSELING. 

(Even  if  it  doesn’t  work,  communication  and  counseling 
never  hurt  anyone.)  It  may  be  late,  and  you  should  have 
started  sooner,  but  don’t  give  up.  Think  of  your  errant 
spouse  as  a victim  of  emotional  disease,  and  insist  on  im- 
mediate diagnosis  and  therapy,  and  don’t  forget  you  need 
it  too.  Drag  him  or  her,  even  screaming  and  kicking,  to 
progressive  stages  of  intense  aid  until  the  cure  takes.  The 
spouse  will  insist  he  or  she  really  wants  out,  and  may 
have  been  planning,  consciously  or  unconsciously,  for 
years,  but  be  firm  and  simply  do  not  permit  it. 

I realize  that  this  maxim  is  contrary  to  current  belief 
that  it  takes  two  to  save  a marriage.  In  fact,  one  can  do 
it,  and  I have  seen  it  done.  It  requires  a Firm  belief  that 
divorce  is  not  a viable  solution,  a suppression  of  one’s 
natural  pride,  resentment  and  bitterness,  and  a strong 
commitment  to  discovering  a new  dimension  in  the  rela- 
tionship which  needs  to  be  found.  It  also  helps  to  be 
extremely  lovable  and  indispensable. 

Incidentally,  lawyers  and  courts  are  of  no  help  at  all 
in  reconciliation,  and  in  my  opinion  actively  oppose  it. 

8.  KEEP  YOUR  OWN  IDENTITY  AND  LET  YOUR 

MATE  HAVE  HIS  OR  HERS. 

Avoid  the  connubial  “we.”  You  may  live  at  the  same 
address,  be  parents  of  the  same  children,  and  have  a lot 
in  common,  but  if  you  think  and  act  alike  and  agree  on 
everything,  one  of  you  has  a problem.  Give  yourselves 
time  and  space  to  grow,  and  share  the  growing. 

9.  CHOOSE  A SUPPORTIVE  ENVIRONMENT. 

To  make  your  marriage  work,  avoid  role  models  like 

Hugh  Hefner  and  Elizabeth  Taylor.  Don’t  take  six  month 
consulting  contracts  in  Las  Vegas  or  Morocco  where  the 
family  can’t  go  along.  Go  to  Meeting.  Reflect:  If  there 
is  that  of  God  in  every  person,  then  I am  closest  to  God 
when  I am  closest  to  my  spouse.  Or  Ummer. 

Ronald  Steelman 
Orange  County  Meeting 


Santa  Fe  Friends  seek  applications  from  persons 
“familiar  with  the  manner  of  Friends”  (Single  or 
couple)  interested  in  residing  on  the  Meeting  pro- 
perty for  one  year  beginning  September  1977.  For 
details  please  write:  Bill  Gardiner,  c/o  Santa  Fe 
Friends  Meeting,  630  Canyon  Rd.,  Santa  Fe,  N.M. 
87501. 


What  About  Anger? 

After  40  years  in  this  field  I have  come  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  what  really  prevents  marriages  from  growing  is 
not  sex,  not  role-functioning,  not  money,  not  your  in- 
laws, and  all  the  other  “problems”  we  talk  about.  The 
simple,  single  thing  that  prevents  marital  growth  is  an  in- 
ability to  handle  anger.  Whenever  people  draw  closer  to- 
gether their  differences  are  escalated  into  disagreement, 
and  conflict  is  disagreement  heated  up  by  strong  emo- 
tions. Now  conflict  means  anger,  and  anger  destroys 
love.  So  it’s  the  baffling,  frustrating  old  push-pull.  You 
go  into  a quest  for  love,  and  by  the  only  steps  you  can 
move  toward  love,  you  meet  what  destroys  love,  and  are 
driven  back.  In  marriage  today  we  see  people  moving 
into  intimacy,  and  as  they  get  closer  the  sparks  begin  to 
fly.  As  the  sparks  fly  their  anger  hurts  both  and  they  be- 
come frightened,  frustrated,  disillusioned,  and  back  off, 
away  from  each  other,  away  from  intimacy  into  aliena- 
tion. They  both  feel  cheated,  defrauded,  and  either 
break  up  and  try  again  with  somebody  else,  or  they  call 
a sort  of  truce  and  live  together  at  a level  of  superficiality. 
The  only  answer  to  this  siutation  is  to  find  a way  to  re- 
solve the  anger  that  accompanies  any  close  relationship. 

I am  persuaded  (and  am  writing  a book  about  this)  that 
there  are  three  ways  to  deal  with  anger,  not  two.  Tradi- 
tionally (particularly  among  religious  people),  the  proper 
thing  to  do  when  you  are  angry  in  marriage  is  to  suppress 
your  anger.  To  bottle  it  up.  But  as  George  Bach  rightly 
puts  it,  that  means  you  swallow  poison,  and  the  poison 
will  contaminate  and  eventually  destroy  your  relation- 
ship. That’s  no  good.  So  Bach  and  his  followers  said, 

“All  right,  it’s  unhealthy  to  swallow  anger.  It’s  healthy 
to  get  it  out,  vent  it.  Husbands  and  wives  must  be  pre- 
pared to  fight.”  Unfortunately,  that’s  not  the  answer 
either.  It  may  be  a little  better,  but  anger  is  very  destruc- 
tive in  a tender,  loving  relationship,  and  you  can’t  build 
real  intimacy  and  trust  on  a foundation  of  recurring  con- 
flict. So  what  do  you  do.  Well,  I am  convinced  that 
there  is  a third  way.  And  I’ve  learned  this  through  my 
own  experience  of  having  a heart  attack.  One  of  the 
things  I was  told  by  my  cardiologist  is  that  I cannot 
afford  to  be  angry.  A person  with  a severely  damaged 
heart  dare  not  be  angry  — it  could  kill  him.  This  brought 
home  to  me  what  a powerful  emotion  anger  is,  what  a 
destructive  thing.  If  it  could  kill  me  to  be  very  angry, 
what’s  it  doing  to  the  tender,  loving  relationship  of  a 
husband  and  wife?  And  then  I began  to  study  anger  at 
the  biological  level,  to  discover  what  it  really  is.  Anger 
is  a mechanism  for  survival.  It  is  the  way  you  protect 
yourself  against  anyone  or  anything  which  would  destroy 
you.  Profound  bodily  changes  take  place  during  anger. 
Any  animal  that  is  attacked  and  must  fight  for  his  life 
produces  anger  as  the  means  by  which  he  puts  out  his  ut- 
most effort  in  fighting  for  his  life.  But  in  venting  anger 


FRIENDS  BULLETIN 


JULY,  1977  - PAGE  125 


he  does  not  dry  up  his  anger,  he  starts  a process  of  pro- 
ducing more  and  more  and  more  anger,  which  goes 
on  in  the  fight  until  he  either  wins  or  dies.  So  that 
venting  anger  (as  Bach  advises),  in  fact,  means  starting  up 
a whole  series  of  deep  bodily  changes  that  go  on  to  pro- 
duce more  and  more  anger.  It  is  not  getting  rid  of  anger 
at  all.  This  is  a complete  and  dangerous  misconception. 
However,  as  a cardiac,  I have  learned  that  I don’t  have  to 
be  angry.  I have  learned  you  can  stop  anger  cold  by  re- 
versing the  physiological  process  that  goes  with  it.  These 
physiological  processes  are  started  up  automatically  by 
reactions  which  you  can’t  control.  They  are  faster  than 
thought.  They  have  to  be.  But  you  become  aware  of 
what  is  happening  almost  immediately  and  can  stop  it, 
because  a deliberate  change  of  mental  attitude  produces 
a subsiding  of  the  physical  processes.  The  processes  will 
of  course  not  subside  while  the  danger  is  still  there  be- 
cause it  is  fear  that  generates  anger  and  fear  is  a response 
to  danger. 

Now,  let’s  take  all  this  into  marriage.  Why  should  I 
get  angry,  why  should  I produce  my  survival  kit  in  rela- 
tion to  my  wife?  She’s  not  my  enemy,  she’s  my  best 
friend.  In  my  opinion  anger  is  an  inappropriate  emotion 
in  a love  relationship  — inappropriate,  but  unavoidable. 
It’s  unavoidable  because  we  do  get  frustrated,  frustrated 
a hundred  times  a day  in  all  kinds  of  situations,  and  we 
begin  to  generate  anger.  But  we  don’t  have  to  go  on  in- 
to more  and  more  anger.  If  you  encourage  husband  and 
wife  to  fight,  you  encourage  them  to  generate  fresh  anger 
against  each  other,  which  is  destructive  of  their  love. 
That’s  why  I disagree  so  fundamentally  with  George 
Bach.  No,  there  is  a third  way  (very  complex  because  it 
goes  against  all  our  instincts)  which  can  only  be  taken  at 
the  conscious  human  level,  when  we  rise  above  our  ani- 
mal functions.  It  is,  first,  to  acknowledge  anger.  (I  am 
getting  angry  with  you.)  Second,  to  own  it  as  inappro- 
priate. (I  am  getting  angry  with  you,  but  I don’t  want  to 
be  angry  with  you,  I don’t  like  being  angry  with  you. 

This  is  harmful  to  our  relationship.)  And  the  third,  all- 
important  stage  (please  help  me  with  my  anger  against 
you.)  Now,  once  couples  can  learn  this  (and  it  can  only 
be  learned,  it  does  not  come  naturally  — the  instinctive 
thing  is  to  defend  yourself),  once  couples  can  be  trained 
to  do  this,  the  problem  of  anger  is  licked  for  them.  And 
once  the  problem  of  anger  no  longer  threatens  them, 
they  can  move  on  into  intimacy.  I believe  that  the  point 
at  which  most  marriages  stop  growing  is  where  the  couple 
become  blocked  by  mutual  anger  and  cannot  handle  it. 
Once  a couple  can  get  through  that,  it’s  like  going  through 
the  sound  barrier.  You  go  on  growing  (through  increas- 
ing intimacy  into  deepening  love)  without  limit,  beyond 
that  point.  This  is  complicated,  I realize,  but  it  is  also 
very  fundamental. 

It  means  a whole  lot  of  work,  it  means  they  have  to 
learn  to  be  open  about  their  feelings  with  each  other,  it 
means  they  have  to  learn  good  patterns  of  communica- 


Review 

Douglas  Scott,  editor.  Luke  Howard,  1 772-1864. 

William  Sessions  Ltd.,  The  Ebor  Press,  York  Y03  9HS, 
England.  Soft-bound,  99  pp.,  2 pis.,  portrait  on  cover. 

2.50  pounds,  post  paid. 

Although  the  name  of  Luke  Howard  seems  to  have 
slipped  into  obscurity,  he  was  in  his  time  a man  of  no 
small  attainments.  He  was  early  apprenticed  as  a druggist 
and  became  head  of  a major  pharmaceutical  firm.  The 
frustrated  scientist  in  him  found  other  ways  of  functioning: 
he  watched  the  weather  closely,  kept  notes,  and  came  up 
with  a classification  of  clouds  that  is  still  standard.  When 
we  speak  of  cirrus,  stratus,  or  cumulus  clouds,  we  use 
Luke  Howard’s  terms.  His  essay  on  clouds  so  impressed 
the  poet-philosopher  Goethe  that  he  wrote  to  England  to 
ask  for  an  autobiographical  sketch  that  would  reveal  more 
fully  the  ethical  principles  on  which  Howard’s  work  was 
based.  At  first  incredulous,  Howard  eventually  complied. 

Howard  was  not  only  a Quaker  but  also  an  influential 
member  of  the  British  Bible  Society.  In  1816  he  was 
asked  to  be  one  of  a party  of  several  Quakers  — Elizabeth 
Fry  and  William  Allen  among  them  — who  journeyed  to 
Germany  and  other  devastated  areas  of  Europe  to  asess 
the  need  of  support  after  the  scourge  of  the  Napoleonic  wars. 
Howard  and  his  party  visited  two  German  meetings  and 
continued  on  through  Germany  to  the  border  of  Switzer- 
land, then  circled  back  to  Paris  and  London.  This  volume 
is  a reprint  of  the  careful  journal  that  he  kept.  It  testi- 
fies eloquently  to  the  hardships  of  travel  (often  more  than 
two  horses  had  to  be  hired  to  pull  their  carriage  over  the 
incredibly  bad  roads)  and  to  his  keen  observations  of  the 
countryside,  the  people,  and  the  customs. 

Also  included  in  the  volume  are  the  correspondence 
with  Goethe,  a poem  that  Goethe  wrote  in  Howard’s 
honor,  notes  on  Howard’s  life,  and  brief  biographies  of 
persons  mentioned  in  the  text  of  the  Journal. 

It  is  ironic  that  so  diligent  a Quaker  should  later  have 
been  disowned  by  his  Meeting  because  he  could  not  in 
good  conscience  follow  along  with  the  evangelical-mysti- 
cal trend  that  came  into  fashion  at  that  time.  However, 
the  work  he  did  is  itself  testimony  to  the  enduring  quality 
of  the  man. 

The  editor  and  publishers  are  to  be  commended  for 
having  reprinted  these  interesting  documents  and  for 
having  produced  them  in  an  attractive  form. 

M.K. 


tion  with  each  other,  it  means  they  have  to  build  up  love 
through  sex  and  other  things  with  each  other,  but  once 
they  get  that  central  crucial  thing  clarified  the  door  opens 
for  them  to  grow.  I have  seen  this  happen  to  couples 
again,  and  again,  and  again. 

(Portion  of  an  interview  with  David  Mace 
by  Richard  Critz,  editor  of  Your  Church  magazine, 
published  in  1974.  Reprinted  by  permission.) 
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Norval  Hadley,  Ed.,  New  Call  to  Peacemaking, 

Philadelphia,  Pa.,  Friends  World  Committee,  1976, 

80  pp.  $1 .00. 

(Friends  have  to  pay  attention  to  this  book  of  seven 
essays;  we  print  here  a reader’s  digest  in  or'der  to  facili- 
tate an  important  activity.  — Ed.) 

Canby  Jones  (The  Biblical  Basis  of  Peacemaking)  views 
the  gory,  warlike,  vengeful  history  of  the  Old  Testament 
as  education  in  spiritual  growth  of  the  Jews.  Each  epi- 
sode, from  Abraham’s  willingness  to  sacrifice  his  son 
through  wars  of  deliverance  as  against  the  Amalekites, 
Jericho  and  many  other  cities,  where  “Israel  at  God’s 
apparent  command  destroyed  its  enemies  utterly,  devo- 
ting all  the  spoil  as  a holy  offering  to  Yahweh,  sparing 
none  of  the  enemy  alive,  are  viewed  as  evidence  that 
trust  in  the  Lord  is  rewarded  by  God’s  power  to  deliver 
and  to  save.”  “God”  evolves  from  this  bloody  beginning 
into  the  God  of  covenant  and  loving  kindness,  fully  re- 
vealed by  Jesus’  life  in  the  New  Testament.  And  as  a 
stepping-stone  in  this  development,  the  Ten  Command- 
ments contain  the  injunction,  “Thou  shalt  not  kill,” 
which  Jones  regards  as  unequivocal  and  binding  upon  all 
who  call  themselves  Christians. 

God  grows  more  pacific  in  the  Psalms  and  the  prophets, 
where  his  faithfulness,  his  forgiveness,  and  his  restoration 
of  the  nation  after  exile  are  shown.  Jones  portrays  the 
Pharisees  as  the  party  of  peace  during  Jesus’  early  life- 
time (Jesus  later  denounced  them)  and  he  views  Jesus’ 
life  as  entirely  pacific.  He  takes  to  task  those  who  would 
justify  violence  and  murder  by  Jesus’  righteous  anger  in 
overturning  the  money-changers’  tables  in  the  temple. 

He  says,  “In  the  face  of  Jesus’  explicit  teaching  and  ex- 
ample, I find  it  quite  incredible  that  those  called  ‘Chris- 
tians’ have  found  so  many  ways  to  justify  hatred,  revenge, 
and  wars,  many  of  which  are  aimed  at  the  total  annihila- 
tion of  peoples.” 

In  the  Lamb’s  War,  which  we  are  called  to  join,  the 
weapons  are  spiritual.  The  sword  is  God’s  word,  with 
“an  evangelical  cutting  edge  bringing  individuals  and  na- 
tions to  their  knees  in  repentance,  faith  and  reconcilia- 
tion; and  a social  and  political  revolutionary  cutting  edge 
that  sees  the  establishment  of  a new  radical  love  relation- 
ship on  every  level  of  human  society  as  the  whole  pur- 
pose of  history.” 

Arthur  0.  Roberts  (Can  Wars  Be  Just?)  treats  the  just 
war  theory  as  a live  option,  saying  many  Christians,  even 
ministers,  are  astonished  at  hearing  an  alternative  posi- 
tion. Early  Christians  were  pacifist,  but  as  this  minority 
grew  to  10  percent  of  the  population,  Constantine  recog- 
nized its  power  and  made  it  the  established  religion. 

Then  when  Carthage  was  under  attack  in  418,  Augustine 
advised  the  ruler,  Boniface  (harking  back  to  Cicero),  that 
war  is  a matter  of  necessity.  Roberts  follows  the  twists 


and  turns  in  logic  by  which  this  negation  of  Jesus’  words 
and  life  was  made  to  rationalize  holy  wars  (Crusades)  and 

to  evolve  the  various  conditions  and  limitations  that  were 
put  on  wars  in  order  to  make  them  acceptable  to  “Chris- 
tians.” 

The  just  war  doctrine  was  taken  over  by  Luther  and 
Calvin  and  became  a Prostestant  justification  for  wars  by 
any  state  for  practically  any  cause.  Fox  knew  all  of  this 
casuistry,  and  the  early  Quakers,  like  the  early  Christians, 
proclaimed  that  there  is  no  justification  whatsoever  for 
any  person  to  fight  in  any  war  under  any  conditions. 

Jesus  was  tempted  to  violence  in  behalf  of  the  economic, 
the  religious,  and  the  political  solution,  and  rejected  them 
all.  He  defined  every  person  in  the  world  as  our  neighbor. 

Senator  Mark  Hatfield  (Christ  and  Caesar)  interprets 
from  biblical  authority  the  Christian’s  proper  attitude 
toward  the  state.  It  is  one  of  limited  respect  for  law  and 
order.  Jesus’  “render  unto  Caesar”  does  not  absolve  us 
from  critical  evaluation,  since  our  first  obligation  is  to 
love  God,  and  then  our  fellow  human;  State  is  third  or 
later  on  the  list.  The  State’s  function  in  maintaining  or- 
der and  dealing  out  justice  is  recognized  as  legitimate  in 
a world  of  sin,  but  the  Christian  can  never  participate  in 
the  evil  that  it  does  in  carrying  out  these  functions.  The 
Caesar  injunction  is  followed  by  another  that  is  primary 
for  Christians  (“and  unto  God  . . .”),  who  must  exer- 
cise a fine  discrimination  in  tolerating  the  State  while 
putting  first  things  first.  The  Christian  is  called  to  live 
the  goal  of  perfection. 

Charles  A.  Wells  (The  Global  Nuclear  Threat  and  the 
Quaker  Witness)  finds  our  military  defeat  in  Vietnam 
most  propitious  for  timing  a new  call  to  peace.  Military 
and  scientific  experts  agree  that  arms  supremacy  is  no 
longer  possible  for  any  nation  — only  the  parity  of  total 
death  and  destruction.  We  must  seize  this  opportunity 
to  heighten  public  awareness  even  further,  utilize  military 
spokesmen  to  get  that  message  across,  dig  into  our  poc- 
kets to  publicize  every  demonstration  in  the  media,  and 
enlist  every  resource  in  copy  writing,  layout,  and  message 
production  to  beat  our  tired  cliches  into  the  conscious- 
ness of  an  aroused  public  that  will  do  away  with  nuclear 
holocaust,  making  the  world  a place  fit  for  human  habi- 
tation. 

Barrett  Hollister  (World  Organizations  and  Peace)  tells 
us  the  U.N.  is  not  a world  government,  but  a negotiating 
caucus.  Western  nations  are  no  longer  dominant,  but 
must  contend  with  roughly  equal  Latin  American,  Asian, 
African,  and  East  European  groups.  Many  disputes  are 
lessened  or  settled  with  little  fanfare  through  U.N.  of- 
fices. In  others,  the  forum  provides  a public  foil  for  be- 
hind-the-scenes diplomacy,  as  well  as  a place  to  blow  off 
(and  generate)  steam  on  national  grievances.  U.N.  statis- 
tical services  are  the  best  obtainable.  Work  is  being  done 
and  pressure  maintained  for  international  standards.  The 
U.N.  sustains  much  criticism  from  peace  groups  (there  is 
no  peace!),  from  World  Federalists  (no  World  Govern- 
ment!), and  from  U.S.  nationalists  (we  don’t  get  our  way 
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and  we  pay  25%  of  the  budget!).  But  the  USA  ranks 
14th  among  nations  in  per  capita  contribution  and  68th 
as  a percentage  of  GNP,  and  Hollister  pleads  for  its  sup- 
port while  we  learn  to  care  and  to  share. 

Duncan  Wood  (A  History  Of  Quaker  International 
Peacemaking  Efforts)  sums  up  his  recital  with:  “If 
Friends  were  a purely  secular  peace  society  they  would 
have  gone  into  liquidation  long  since  for  they  cannot 
possibly  justify  their  300  years  of  international  peace- 
making on  the  basis  of  results.”  But  he  gives  us  A for 
effort,  beginning  with  Barclay’s  presentation  to  the  dele- 
gates to  the  peace  conference  at  Nijmegen  in  1678,  ac- 
companied by  a copy  to  each  of  his  400-page  Apology. 
Wood  slips  lightly  over  Penn’s  “Holy  Experiment,”  men- 
tions London  Yearly  Meeting,  which  also  sent  the  Apol- 
ogy to  peace  delegates  at  Aix-la-Chapelle  in  1748,  some 
of  whom  reacted  with  mild  amusement,  and  finds  a very 
important  contribution  in  the  exemplary  actions  of 
Friends  in  Ireland  during  the  rebellion  of  1798.  Relief 
to  the  victims  of  war,  begun  during  the  Napoleonic  wars 
and  continued  in  every  war  since  then,  is  sometimes  crit- 
icized as  an  act  of  expiation,  but  it  resulted  in  a Nobel 
Peace  Prize  in  1947.  Friends’  work  at  the  League  and  at 
the  U.N.  is  cited  as  helpful,  and  the  personal  relation- 
ships developed  at  workcamps  and  at  diplomats’  confer- 
ences, as  well  as  the  tripartite  conferences  and  school 
affiliation  services,  cannot  be  denied  as  positive,  if  minus- 
cule influences.  Quaker  “embassies”  have  been  establish- 
ed in  sensitive  areas  for  information  services  (the  QIA?) 
and  individual  Friends  have  offered  and  been  called  upon 
as  mediators  in  some  disputes.  In  all,  this  is  a consequen- 
tial effort,  says  Wood,  even  though  small,  as  befits  our 
number.  We  keep  trying. 

Franklin  W.  Wallin  (Just  International  Distribution  of 
Food  and  Resources)  breathes  hope.  The  Green  Revolu- 
tion failed  due  to  high  fertilizer  cost  and  water  require- 
ments, but  food  has  kept  ahead  of  population  during  the 
past  30  years.  Meanwhile,  the  U.N.  has  scaled  down  its 
population  forecast  for  the  year  2000  from  7-8  billion 
to  6 billion  (still  three  times  the  present).  We  must  dou- 
ble or  triple  world  food  production  by  the  year  2000,  de- 
crease consumption  in  affluent  countries  (the  pattern 
has  been  increase),  establish  a system  of  reserves,  limit 
price  fluctuations,  exploit  the  ocean  for  the  poor,  and 
not  be  overwhelmed. 

This  little  work  seems  aimed  to  convince  the  Jesuits  in 
the  “Peace”  Churches  that  God  really  does  want  peace. 
To  those  who  were  already  convinced,  the  question  must 
occur,  “What  then?”  The  answers  to  that  question  will 
have  to  persuade  Catholics  and  Jews,  Muslims  and  Com- 
munists, Hindus  and  Atheists  if  a self-centered  teapot 
(“but  the  Earth  IS  the  center  of  the  Universe”)  is  not 
to  fail  us  again.  Will  the  question  be  addressed  in 
September? 

RS 


The  editor  says  write  about  marriage,  which  I interpret 
as  a working  Quaker  marriage,  or  at  least  a marriage  hold- 
ing within  it  the  traditions  and  principles  of  the  Society 
of  Friends.  From  direct  experience  I can  only  speak  of 
my  own  marriage;  my  own  experience,  beliefs,  and  obser- 
vations cannot  define  a “Quaker  Marriage,”  if  such  exists, 
but  I may  hold  some  truth  up  for  others  to  build  on. 

I suppose  the  most  important  aspect  of  a Friendly  mar- 
riage is  not  that  it  is  perfect,  or  all  sweetness  and  light, 
but  that  it  is  a shared  joyous  labor.  The  sharing  within 
the  marriage  has  to  be  open,  with  each  partner  more  or 
less  equal.  This  means  that  neither  dictates  to  the  other, 
each  is  entitled  to  any  explanation,  and  major  decisions 
are  made  through  discussions  between  equal  partners.  To 
try  to  have  a marriage  any  other  way  would  not  be  con- 
sistent with  Friends’  testimonies,  and  a marriage  domina- 
ted by  one  partner  sows  within  it  the  seeds  of  future  pro- 
blems. 

This  description  sounds  a bit  too  perfect,  and  ours  has 
times  when  one  of  us  (tries  to)  dictates  what  we  will  do, 
when  no  explanation  is  given,  and  when  “discussions” 
are  more  like  shouting  matches.  Despite  this,  as  long  as 
we  recognize  that  our  own  happiness,  and  success  in  our 
marriage,  lies  in  working  problems  out  and  in  having  a 
mutual  relationship,  neither  will  let  differences  get  too 
out  of  hand. 

Being  partners  of  equal  standing  in  the  marriage  does 
not  mean  that  we  both  should  have  equal  careers,  jobs, 
or  pay.  It  does  mean  that  each  of  us  has  an  equal  respon- 
sibility to  the  work  of  the  household  and  family,  with 
equivalent  responsibility  to  our  individual  selves  and  our 
personal  needs  and  development.  With  a simple  family  of 
the  two  of  us  plus  one  dog,  the  division  of  chores  and 
work  is  relatively  easy.  We  both  work,  at  radically  dif- 
ferent types  of  jobs  for  very  disparate  pay,  but  that 
doesn’t  mean  one  is  lesser  than  the  other.  Household 
chores  are  still  shared;  we  alternate  weeks  for  cooking 
dinner  and  cleaning  up  and  divide  up  the  unpleasant  but 
necessary  chores.  If  or  when  we  have  children,  my  wife 
may  leave  her  job  and  become  the  housewife  to  raise  the 
kids.  This  is  in  large  measure  because  I am  paid  enough 
to  support  the  household’s  expenses  and  she  is  not.  It 
will  not  mean  that  she  is  the  house-servant  and  I the  boss. 
That  seems  the  natural  extension  of  Quaker  principles. 
Ask  again  in  five  years,  and  we  may  see  how  well  the 
practice  fits  the  theory. 

The  marriage  between  two  partners  is  something  that 
exists  only  because  they  make  the  marriage  exist,  every 
day,  year  after  year.  It  is  not  something  that  can  be 
handed  to  the  couple  or  decreed  to  exist.  Just  as  Quakers 
view  the  other  sacraments,  such  as  communion,  baptism, 
or  confession,  as  being  personal  acts  between  the  indivi- 
duals, humanity,  and  God,  a marriage  exists  because  it  is 

( continued  on  page  12S) 
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Elsie  Kennedy,  one  of  the  founding  members  of  Santa 
Monica  Meeting,  died  March  15,  1977,  aged  81.  She  had 
transferred  her  membership  from  Bristol,  England,  in 
October,  1953.  She  will  be  remembered  for  her  gen- 
tle sense  of  humor,  her  equanimity  of  spirit,  her  grace  in 
meeting  situations.  Her  deep  ministry  to  those  who 
were  ill  was  given  with  a sense  of  honoring  the  individu- 
al, never  from  a sense  of  obligation.  In  the  last  five  years 
she  developed  her  talent  of  an  artist’s  eye  for  the  small 
things  of  life  in  many  drawings  of  plants,  birds,  and  oc- 
casionally pastoral  scenes. 

Elsie  was  forward-looking,  not  dwelling  on  dark  and 
difficult  things,  and  she  seemed  to  have  a quiet  sense  of 
living  in  the  presence  of  the  Spirit.  She  made  one  feel 
that  life  is  good,  and  thus  she  exemplified  the  best  of 
Quakerism,  giving  her  Meeting  a richness  and  depth  that 
will  be  cherished  and  missed. 


(continued  from  page  127) 

reaffirmed  each  day  as  a covenant  between  two  members 
and  with  God.  Our  marriage  certificate  includes  a double 
portion  of  “with  Divine  assistance;”  this  cannot  be  left 
out. 

We  were  married  under  the  care  of  Palo  Alto  Meeting, 
and  this  should  mean  literally  “under  the  care  of.”  In 
this  sense  a Quaker  Marriage  is  different:  it  includes  the 
Meeting  as  an  interested  partner  in  the  marriage.  It  does 
add  something,  but  it  is  still  not  clear  how  the  Meeting 
can  or  should  relate  to  the  couple.  The  Meeting  should 
remain  interested  in  the  health  and  vitality  of  the  marriage, 
yet  not  pry  into  it.  The  Meeting  should  step  in  with  coun- 
sel if  the  marriage  falters,  but  this  seems  to  be  viewed  as 
the  meeting  meddling  in  personal  affairs  by  all  parties. 

This  should  not  be  the  case  in  any  marriage  within  the 
Meeting,  especially  one  “under  the  care”  of  the  Meeting. 

I can  remember  the  first  marriage  that  Honolulu  Meeting 
held  under  its  care.  The  couple  never  was  active  in  the 
Meeting,  and  later  the  marriage  disintegrated.  The  Meet- 
ing felt  a responsibility  to  itself  and  the  couple  and  did 
step  in  with  help  and  counsel,  which  is  as  it  should  be. 
Beyond  this  the  Meeting  can  only  provide  opportunities 
for  growth  and  friendship.  It  can  and  should  have  a 
religious  education  program  for  children  and  adults. 

So,  Friends  and  editor,  what  does  make  a marriage 
work?  A firm  commitment  to  make  it  work,  keeping 
after  the  loose  ends  to  keep  it  working,  Divine  assistance, 
or  favorable  circumstance?  All  these  and  then  some,  I 
think;  somehow  the  Quaker  influence  should  make  it 
easier  and  more  fulfilling  for  both. 

Stratton  C.  Jaquette 
Palo  Alto  Meeting 


Quakerism  in  Ferment 


I wonder  if  anyone  else  shares  my  feeling  that  Quaker- 
ism is  on  the  verge  of  a major  mutation! 

There  have  been  several  recent  efforts  to  midwife  this 
mutation  into  fruition.  Soon  after  World  War  II  a num- 
ber of  Friends  were  attracted  to  Intentional  Communi- 
ties. But  the  Society  of  Friends  as  a whole  remained  in 
the  world  and  largely  of  it.  Then  in  the  sixties  ,4  Quaker 
Action  Group  sprang  from  the  Quaker  womb,  ultimately 
to  be  transformed  into  Movement  For  A Neve  Society. 

Within  Quakerism,  the  interest  in  community  has  taken 
the  form  of  turning  inward,  and  the  interest  in  a New  So- 
ciety has  manifested  in  changes  in  AFSC  activities.  Thus, 
on  the  one  hand  we  have  seen  Friends  deeply  involved  in 
encounter  groups,  in  co-counseling,  in  the  sexual  revolu- 
tion, in  psychology  and  religion,  and  in  various  new  re- 
ligions, the  latter  interest  being  often  influenced  by  the 
gropings  of  our  children.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  we 
have  seen  AFSC  get  so  deeply  involved  in  changing  basic 
social  structures  in  revolutionary  ways  that  Quaker  aca- 
demic heavyweights  like  Kenneth  Boulding  and  Jack 
Powelson  have  recently  charged  that  AFSC  has  become 
apologist  for  questionable  ideologies  at  the  expense  of 
their  one-time  reputation  for  veracity.  I see  all  this  as 
preliminary  to  the  forthcoming  mutation. 

Yet  another  bit  of  preliminary  needs  to  be  mentioned, 
one  which  may  surprise  most  of  us  for  its  ultimate  rel- 
evance. I refer  to  the  renewed  interest  among  Quakers 
in  theology.  The  Earlham  Quakers  committed  themselves 
to  this  interest  several  years  ago.  Recently  their  influ- 
ence has  been  felt  in  Pacific  Yearly  Meeting.  And  this 
year  we  see  a substantial  Theology  Conference  immedi- 
ately preceding  PYM. 

Understandably  there  are  glances  askance  at  the  the- 
ologists  from  several  sides.  Our  Inner  side  still  views  the- 
ology as  an  effort  to  intellectualize  that  which  can  only 
be  contaminated  thereby.  And  our  activist  Outer  side 
tends  to  view  theology  as  a sophisticated  form  of  escap- 
ism. But  it  may  be  that  theology  can  provide  the  synthe- 
sis which  the  thesis-antithesis  Inner-versus-Outer  needs  at 
this  time.  For  theology  is  not  necessarily  escapism;  in- 
deed it  has  often  been  criticized  for  generating  too  much 
activism.  Up  until  recently  the  major  wars  have  been 
largely  over  theological  differences,  and  not  simply  trivial 
theological  differences.  The  trivial  theology  which  our 
activist  sides  look  askance  at  is  a very  recent  variation. 

The  reconciling  and  motivating  power  of  theology  at 
its  best  can  be  seen  in  early  Quakerism.  Barclay’s 
Apology  was  a major  stimulus  for  early  Quakers,  both 
for  the  Outer  side  and  for  the  Inner  side.  In  fact,  the 
Quaker  tradition  is  one  of  alternation  between  Inner  and 
Outer,  and  it  would  seem  that  a truly  creative  and  rele- 
vant theology,  one  which  gives  rational  sanction  to  this 
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alternation,  might  be  just  what  is  needed  at  this  time  to 
reconcile  the  two.  If  such  a theology  could  surface  at 
this  time  it  might  provide  the  needed  ingredient  for  the 
forthcoming  mutation. 

But  I suspect  that  such  a theology  will  not  emerge  ex- 
cept as  it  is  the  result  of  participation  from  both  our 
Inner  and  Outer  sides.  The  genius  of  early  Quakerism 
was  that  it  performed  such  a theological  reconciliation. 
For  early  Quakerism  was  not  merely  methodology,  the 
methodology  of  Meeting  in  unprogrammed  silence  and 
conducting  business  by  the  sense  of  the  Meeting.  The 
methodology  of  early  Quakerism  was  the  result  of  some- 
thing more  substantive,  something  dictating,  rather  than 
derived  from,  the  methodology.  This  something  more 
substantive  has  been  largely  lost  today.  Our  experiences 
are  not  their  experiences;  our  language  is  not  their  lan- 
guage. So  words  which  had  moving  meaning  for  them 
have  either  empty  or  distorted  meaning  for  us.  What  we 
have  is  a mere  methodological  shell.  So  we  must  find  our 
own  substance.  We  can  picture  George  Fox  saying  to  us, 
“But  what  canst  thou  say?” 

Therefore,  I look  for  the  impending  mutation  in  Qua- 
kerism to  come  on  the  wings  of  a revolutionary  theology, 
one  which  calls  for  revolutionary  activism  on  the  one 
hand  and  much  deeper  inner  searching  for  spiritual  com- 
munication on  the  other.  And  when  it  does  come  I ex- 
pect to  see  the  reverberations  go  far  beyond  Quakerism 
as  it  is  today.  It  may  even  be  that  the  word  Quakerism 
won’t  be  able  to  contain  it!  In  any  case,  it  will  be  inter- 
esting to  see  the  extent  to  which  the  forthcoming  The- 
ology Conference  carries  us  one  step  further  toward  the 
forthcoming  mutation. 

Alfred  F.  Andersen 
Berkeley  Meeting 

Preparation  for  Yearly  Meeting 

The  Ministry  and  Oversight  Committee  of  PYM  has 
met  twice  this  winter.  We  have  felt  the  strength  of  the 
Society  of  Friends,  and  the  searchings  and  need.  Some 
of  our  experiences  and  thoughts  may  be  helpful  to  you. 

From  our  desire  to  make  the  spirit  central  we  learned 
to  order  our  agenda  so  that  central  and  serious  matters 
were  taken  up  first.  We  found  that  routine  or  less  con- 
sequential matters  were  handled  very  expeditiously  when 
time  was  short. 

When  we  considered  the  purpose  of  Yearly  Meeting  we 
felt  again  the  centrality  of  the  Monthly  Meetings.  Hear- 
ing of  the  earnestness  and  variety  of  local  Meetings  re- 
leased us  from  expecting  Yearly  Meeting  to  replicate  the 
sum  total  of  all  the  activities  and  concerns  of  all  the 
Monthly  Meetings.  We  can  rejoice  in  and  gain  strengths 
from  our  uniquenesses.  It  will  be  our  task  and  the  task 
of  other  committees  to  find  what  matters  come  properly 


to  the  attention  of  a Yearly  Meeting  plenary  session  and 
what  matters  will  be  most  cared  for  in  the  intimacy  and 
centeredness  of  a Monthly  Meeting. 

We  recognized  again  the  experiential  nature  of  our 
faith:  a Meeting  at  whatever  level  of  organization  must 
be  an  immediate  and  direct  approach  to  God;  the  pre- 
sence of  each  person  is  significant  whether  we  be  engaged 
in  business  or  worship.  If  we  are  many,  we  must  simply 
be  more  sensitive  to  the  discipline  and  needs  of  the  group 
and  seek  silence  more.  No  program  must  obscure  our 
immediacy. 

How  can  we  care  for  one  another?  We  were  moved  by 
the  wisdom  and  tenderness  of  responses  to  our  query  to 
Monthly  Meetings  about  caring  for  families  in  divorce. 

We  will  share  this  with  you  all  in  a special  interest  session 
of  Yearly  Meeting.  We  minister  to  one  another  in  sensi- 
tive and  unstructured  ways. 

And  membership;  what  of  differences  in  how  Meetings 
regard  membership,  and  inactive  membership?  We  found 
our  thinking  beclouded  by  the  tie  between  this  question 
and  the  question  of  money-support  for  PYM.  Let’s  disen- 
tangle these  issues,  then  talk  together  of  our  basic  caring 
and  understanding  of  the  Society.  It’s  good  to  ask  hard 
questions,  but  our  spirits  must  be  clear  when  we  ask  them. 

There  is  more.  We  are  grateful  to  be  meeting  and  seek- 
ing together  with  you  this  summer  at  Yearly  Meeting. 

Ellie  Foster,  Clerk 
PYM  Ministry  and  Oversight  Committee 


MEMORIAL  FOR  WOODROW  NESMITH 

Woodrow  W.  NeSmith,  long  a resident  of  Claremont 
and  recently  of  Hawthorne,  California,  died  November 
25,  1976.  A memorial  meeting  was  held  at  the  Clare- 
mont Meetinghouse,  December  11. 

Born  May  17,  1917,  in  Fort  Worth,  Texas,  Woody 
graduated  from  the  University  of  New  Mexico  in  1943 
with  a degree  in  physics.  He  was  devoted  to  peace  and 
the  advancement  of  world  brotherhood.  It  was  his  aim 
that  children  should  feel  their  kinship  with  children 
everywhere,  and  he  inspired  both  children  and  the  elder- 
ly. At  the  close  of  meeting,  when  small  hands  were 
thrust  forward  in  warm  greeting,  neither  was  aware  of 
the  contrast  in  size  or  intellect  as  they  exchanged  their 
full  selves  in  friendship.  As  one  way  of  helping  them 
sense  the  presence  of  the  Creator  in  their  world,  he  went 
to  the  woods  and  captured  bird  songs  on  tape. 

At  the  memorial  meeting,  friends  where  he  had  work- 
ed for  years,  at  the  Northrop  Corporation’s  aircraft  divi- 
sion, expressed  high  regard  for  his  ability,  high  profes- 
sional integrity,  and  his  always  congenial  spirit. 

Life  has  been  opened  to  wider  visions  because 
Woodrow  NeSmith  has  been  with  us. 
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Are  You  Making  It  To  Freedom? 

A tenaciously  vivid  dream  I had  years  ago  took  on  add- 
ed clarity  with  the  closing  words  from  Morgen  Morgen- 
roth’s  talk  at  College  Park  Quarterly  Meeting,  “Are  you 
making  it  to  freedom?”  It  had  to  do  with  fences  and 
gates.  In  the  dream,  turmoil  and  chaos  went  on  behind 
an  enclosure  fenced  in  by  high  iron  bars.  These  bars 
were  curved  inward  at  the  top,  with  sharp  forked  ends. 
Inside,  children  of  all  ages  were  assaulting  the  fence,  un- 
dergoing extremes  of  distress  in  their  struggle  to  get  out 
of  the  enclosure.  Some  were  injured  falling  from  the 
height,  but  still  worse,  some  were  impaled  on  the  points 
of  the  bars.  I noticed  a procession  of  children,  young 
at  first,  and  older  as  they  approached  an  open  gate,  which 
they  passed  through,  adults.  A man  walked  beside  me 
along  the  outside  of  the  fence,  the  Dean  of  Students.  He 
said.,  “We  must  tear  down  the  fences,  they  are  destroying 
our  children.”  I answered,  “No,  no,  let  us  show  them 
the  gate.” 

1 surmised  long  ago  that  the  dream  had  to  do  with  ma- 
turing. Young  people  were  indeed  sustaining  serious, 
sometimes  permanent  damage  by  their  challenge  of  the 
limitations  of  our  society.  There  has  indeed  been  uncer- 
tainty about  limits;  many  have  properly  been  removed. 
Attention  on  the  knowledge,  skills  and  attitudes  required 
for  adulthood,  or  as  in  the  dream,  walking  out  the  gate, 
is  preferred.  The  short  cut  over  the  fence,  assuming  in- 
appropriate adult  behaviors  too  soon,  can  be  dangerous. 

The  dream  came  back  to  me  with  new  meaning  as 
Morgen  left  us  with  the  question  about  freedom.  Para- 
doxes concerning  marriage  which  I have  pondered  for 
years  seemed  to  align  themselves  within  the  framework 
of  that  same  symbolic  drama.  Just  days  before,  Morgen 
had  said,  “Molly  and  I weren’t  restricted  by  our  marriage, 
it  gave  us  freedom.” 

I have  known  for  a long  time  that  a proper  wedding  did 
not  necessarily  insure  a workable  marriage.  Furthermore, 

I found  that  some  marriages  that  last  a lifetime  do  harm 
to  one  or  both  partners  and  to  the  children.  I also  be- 
came convinced  that,  in  spite  of  widespread  disillusion, 
there  really  exists  a phenomenon  of  the  intimate  monog- 
amous bonding  of  a man  and  woman  in  a relationship 
which  in  truth  becomes  stronger  with  time,  and  repre- 
sents an  actual  preference,  not  one  decreed  by  Society, 
or  by  some  past  vows.  This  kind  of  pairing  enables  each 
member  to  be  more  truly  himself. 

Abraham  Maslow,  in  his  book,  Personality  and  Moti- 
vation, told  of  people  successful  in  many  different  crea- 
tive vocations,  all  of  whom  were  known  to  have  self  ful- 
filling lives.  He  found  an  extraordinarily  high  proportion 
with  the  kind  of  relationship  described.  In  addition  to 
having  the  ability  for  intimate  interchange  with  mutual 
understanding,  he  found  that  they  tended  to  give  sex  an 
outstanding  degree  of  importance  in  their  lives.  They  de- 


scribed its  meaning  to  them  with  expressions  such  as  “re- 
verence” and  “holy.”  At  the  same  time,  they  could  en- 
dure long  absences  from  one  another  without  the  sense 
of  frustration  which  so  commonly  leads  to  straying  from 
a marriage.  The  feelings  of  closeness  these  people  de- 
scribe illustrate  yet  another  of  Morgen’s  persistent  quo- 
tations; “In  the  life  of  the  Spirit,  there  is  no  time  nor 
distance.” 

Society  needs  such  marriages,  operating  within  the 
life  of  the  Spirit.  It  is  a system  to  insure  high  quality 
care  of  its  citizens.  For  child  rearing,  none  thrive  as  do 
those  brought  up  by  two  parents  whose  deepest  satisfac- 
tions derive  from  their  divinely  led  love  for  one  another. 
The  sense  of  well  being,  the  baseline  for  such  a marriage, 
acts  as  a buffer  to  mitigate  the  expected  stresses  of  a full 
productive  life. 

Stating  the  ideal  does  not  bring  it  about.  Our  atten- 
tion is  on  the  subject  precisely  because  Society  is  falter- 
ing, in  part  for  want  of  enough  such  marriages.  It  is  fu- 
tile, though,  to  exhort  couples  to  exercise  greater  pa- 
tience, to  practice  more  kindness  and  understanding,  to 
make  firm  their  commitments,  to  stick  by  their  vows. 
Such  exhortations,  in  terms  of  the  dream,  focus  atten- 
tion on  the  fences  and  not  on  the  gate.  Neither  are  we 
to  be  critical  of  the  many  who  find  themselves  in  a mat- 
ing which  falls  short  of  this  ideal.  How  they  find  their 
way  to  the  choices  they  must  make  has  been  dealt  with 
wisely  in  this  Bulletin  by  other  Friends.  What  I want  to 
stress  is  that  such  a state  of  bonding  exists,  and  when  it 
is  achieved  is  surpassingly  beautiful. 

The  thought  connecting  my  dream  to  marriage  carried 
the  awesome  question  of  how  a person  ripens  to  the  read- 
iness for  such  an  intimacy.  This  is  a subject  worthy  of 
another  discussion  at  another  time.  The  answer  has  to  do 
in  part  with  the  fence  itself,  and  the  way  it  is  perceived. 

It  is  on  the  one  hand  a barrier  to  the  sense  of  freedom 
that  a fulfilling  relationship  brings,  and  it  is  also  the  in- 
strument of  torture  and  injury  to  so  many  who  fail  to 
acknowledge  it  as  a barrier!  In  the  dream,  though,  the 
fences  aid  in  guiding  the  passage  through  the  gate. 

Without  interpreting  what  kinds  of  limitations  these 
fences  represent,  I am  drawn  to  speculate  on  the  nature 
of  fences,  limits,  barriers.  They  can  keep  dangerous  for- 
ces contained,  but  they  can  also  keep  those  inside  pro- 
tected from  dangers  without. 

As  our  wise  predecessors  said  concerning  the  Advices, 

. . . “the  letter  killeth,  but  the  Spirit  giveth  life.” 
Rules,  limitations,  requirements,  cannot  be  counted  on 
by  themselves  to  create  a true  marriage,  but  it  may  be 
they  are  due  for  reconsideration.  If  we  are  to  make  it 
to  the  sense  of  freedom  of  a fulfilling  marriage,  may  it 
be  by  the  same  route  that  the  infant  submits  trustfully 
to  his  safe  dependency  on  parent-guides  or  the  mystic 
submits  trustingly  to  the  leadings  of  the  Spirit. 

Elizabeth  Israel  Jones 
San  Jose  Meeting 
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Children  and  Models 

* « 

For  a few  weeks  last  month  we  had  our  young  grand- 
son, who  is  not  yet  a year  and  a half  old,  and  his  parents 
staying  with  us.  It’s  been  a number  of  years  since  we 
have  had  such  a young  child  living  with  us  for  any  period 
of  time  and  I was  struck  with  the  tremendous  amount  of 
learning  compressed  into  those  early  months  of  living. 
Mark  was  constantly  watching  and  listening  and  often 
noticed  things,  such  as  airplanes  or  trucks,  which  we 
hadn’t  noticed.  He  was  particularly  fascinated  by  knobs 
and  switches  that  he  delighted  in  operating.  Although,  as 
yet,  he  has  little  to  say,  he  is  a master  of  his  environment, 
observing  and  testing  things  with  the  eagerness  and  inten- 
sity of  a scientist. 

Not  only  was  he  watching  and  experimenting  with 
things  around  him,  he  was  also  watching  the  adults  and 
trying  the  things  they  did.  It  was  only  necessary  to  do 
something  once  and  Mark  was  ready  to  imitate  it.  And 
this  is  what  must  give  one  some  pause  for  thought.  So 
much  of  what  we  were  doing  was  mirrored  in  the  things 
that  he  was  doing,  and  I was  impressed  all  over  again  with 
the  importance  of  models  in  the  learning  process. 

But  what  are  the  models  that  children  depend  on?  Not 
so  many  years  ago  children  grew  up  in  environments  in 
which  there  were  many  adult  models  and  ample  opportu- 
nity for  adults  and  children  to  work  together  on  projects 
of  mutual  concern.  But  our  modern,  urban  life  provides 
little  opportunity  for  exchange  of  ideas  between  children 
and  adults.  In  fact  the  models  for  many  young  people 
have  become  the  television  caricatures  of  real  people  and 
a distorted  world  that  bears  but  a small  resemblance  to 
the  real  world  of  everyday.  It  is  unsettling  to  realize  that 
many  children  have  spent  more  hours  in  front  of  the  T.V. 
than  in  school  by  the  end  of  their  grade  school  career. 

The  influence  of  the  T.V.  is  so  pervasive  that  it  estab- 
lishes standards  for  a whole  subculture  of  teen-agers  who 
are  better  acquainted  with  the  Fonze  than  they  are  with 
the  neighbors  next  door.  From  the  standpoint  of  a teach- 
er, I have  become  more  and  more  impressed  with  how 
little  direct  experience  most  students  have.  So  much  of 
what  they  know  is  indirect  and  third  hand,  often  dis- 
torted. But  I think  there  is  hope  for  the  future  in  some 
of  the  newer  trends  that  seem  to  be  on  the  way. 

One  of  the  most  interesting  developments  is  the  grow- 
ing number  of  adults  who  are  enrolling  in  courses  in  the 
community  colleges.  A person  of  forty  no  longer  needs 
to  feel  out  of  place  in  the  classroom.  The  average  age 
of  students  enrolling  at  Foothill  College  is  now  about  27 
years.  Quite  a change  from  the  stereotyped  college  stu- 
dent of  17  or  18.  Not  only  is  the  age  rising  but  there  is 
an  increasing  interest  in  classes  that  involve  direct  partici- 
pation in  such  activities  as  geology  field  trips,  painting, 
drama  and  creative  writing. 

Some  of  our  most  valuable  activities  at  John  Woolman 
School  have  been  those  that  have  brought  students  and 


News  of  the  Meetings 

A new  World  Peace  Tax  Fund  Bill  has  been  introduced 
by  Senator  Mark  Hatfield  on  March  3.  It  is  numbered 
S.880.  Similar  legislation  in  the  House  is  H.R.  4897. 

These  bills  would  provide  that  taxpayers  conscientiously 
opposed  to  paying  for  war  could  have  their  federal  taxes 
spent  for  non-military  purposes.  Multnomah  Meeting  has 
written  to  all  Oregon  Senators  and  Representatives  urging 
their  support  and  suggests  that  other  meetings  and  indi- 
vidual Friends  communicate  with  their  own  legislators. 
Palomar  Meeting  advises  that  kits  giving  further  informa- 
tion about  the  proposed  Fund  can  be  obtained  from  the 
National  office  at  2111  Florida  Avenue,  N.W.,  Washington 
D.C.  20008. 

Palo  Alto  Meeting  has  approved  funding  several  intern- 
ships for  the  summer  that  will  release  Friends  to  work  on 
concerns  related  to  the  Peace  Testimony.  Interns  will  be 
encouraged  to  report  on  their  work  at  Business  Meetings, 
to  lead  discussions,  to  talk  to  First  Day  classes,  and  to 
use  Meeting  facilities  for  events  they  may  plan.  The 
AFSC  will  assist  the  Meeting  Peace  and  Social  Action 
Committee  in  administering  this  program. 

Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting  and  Adelphi  Monthly  Meeting 
have  released  a notice  from  Duncan  Wood  about  a pro- 
posed Conference  on  Discrimination  against  the  Indian 
Peoples  of  the  Americas,  which  is  planned  to  be  held  in 
Geneva,  Switzerland,  in  September.  The  International 
Indian  Treaty  Council  has  received  official  U.N.  status 
as  a non-governmental  organization.  Plans  to  send  as 
many  delegates  as  possible  are  being  made,  for  there  is 
much  interest  among  Native  Americans  in  this  opportun- 
ity to  bring  w'orld  attention  to  the  numerous  areas  of 
discrimination.  Further  information  is  available  from 
Stephen  McNeil,  1750  Lamont  St.,  N.W. , Washington, 
D.C.  20010. 

Vital  Statistics 

Births. 

Davis  Meeting.  To  Manuel  and  Pat  Medeiros,  a daughter. 
Sarah  Elizabeth,  May  31 . 


adults  together,  working  on  such  real  projects  as  raising 
animals,  growing  plants,  helping  with  medical  problems 
in  rural  Mexico  or  backpacking  into  the  wilderness  areas 
of  the  high  sierras. 

I think  it  is  clear  that  children  are  nurtured  and  mature 
through  contact  with  people  who  are  mature  and  inter- 
esting, and  though  it  may  be  intriguing  to  think  about 
projects  in  foreign  lands,  it  is  worthwhile  considering  how 
we  can  improve  the  quality  of  living  at  home.  Friends 
need  to  provide  the  models  and  participate  in  the  activi- 
ties of  our  children. 

William  J.  Bruff 
Palo  Alto  Meeting 


FRIENDS  BULLETIN 


JULY,  1977  - PAGE  132 


Letter 


Ownership  and  Avarice 

Editor,  Friends  Bulletin: 

R.S.’s  summary  critique  of  various  “other  efforts” 
radically  to  alter  the  inequities  of  the  anciently  establish- 
ed customs  of  imperialistic  political  economies  seems 
acceptable  {Bulletin  for  May).  His  proposal  to  change 
the  system  “through  community  ownership”  calls  for  a 
closer  look. 

How  can  we  have  faith  that  community  ownership  will 
enable  us  eventually  to  set  up  a Friendly  system?  Is  not 
such  an  eventuality  subject  to  the  same  doubts  we  have 
about  the  withering  away  of  the  political  state?  Should 
we  not  have  clearly  in  mind  the  procedures  by  which 
the  political  state  of  mind  — in  which  we  are  all  steeped  — 
can  be  dissolved  and  replaced?  Should  Friends  not  begin 
now,  in  advance  of  any  overt  actions,  to  initiate  the  dia- 
logue which  might  produce  a community  of  understand- 
ing, together  with  a community  of  trust,  both  of  which 
are  needed  to  heal  the  brokenness  Humanity  suffers? 

I am  open  to  “community  ownership.”  But  first  I seek 
a sharing  of  thoughts  and  a consensus  of  feeling  as  to 
what  kinds  of  properties  are  ownable  within  the  con- 
straints of  the  testimonies.  To  set  up  housekeeping  and 
businesses  we  need  land.  May  we  own  land  without  vio- 
lating Friends’  principles?  As  heirs  or  assigns  of  the  for- 
mer European  invaders  of  America,  upon  what  principle 
of  justice  could  our  ownership  rest?  Could  our  commun- 
ity own  land  without  compromising  its  members’  equal 
respect  for  persons  who  cannot  meet  the  terms  of  pur- 
chase for  equivalent  land?  Applying  the  constraints  of 
the  testimonies  here  may  call  us  to  follow  John 
Woolman’s  lead  and  to  quit  the  properties  which  tend  to 
dehumanize  us.  Legally  enforced  divisions  of  the  land 
surface  of  the  Earth  seem  tantamount  to  a division  of 
the  community  of  Mankind.  Ownership  of  land  - regard- 
less of  whether  titles  are  held  privately,  communally,  cor- 
porately or  otherwise  — seems  closely  affiliated  with 
avarice,  with  wars,  with  nationalism  and  with  the  order- 
ly oppression  of  the  docile  many  by  the  arrogant  few. 

There  are  other  kinds  of  properties  which  facilitate 
the  orderly  oppression  of  the  docile.  Often  by  inheri- 
tance, often  by  persistent  work,  prudent  saving  and 
shrewd  investment,  persons  or  a group  can  acquire  — 
quite  without  arrogance  or  greed  - the  ownership  of 
savings  certificates,  mortgages,  bonds  and  other  evidences 
of  debt  which  legally  entitle  them  to  play  the  role  of 
oppressors.  Probably  most  wealthy  persons  have  no 
taint  of  arrogance  in  their  hearts.  Economic  oppression 
has  been  going  on  since  prehistoric  times,  and  it  works  so 
smoothly  now  that  most  people  in  U.S.A.  assume  it  to 
be  perfectly  right  and  natural  for  owners  of  the  right 
kinds  of  properties  to  command  the  produce  of  workers 
without  yielding  equivalent  work. 

I suspect  that  ownership,  within  the  limitations  of 
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Friends  testimonies,  would  have  to  exclude  all  things 
which  were  not  produced  by  human  work  done  to  the 
satisfaction  of  human  wants.  Will  R.S.  indicate  how  he 
thinks  the  constraints  of  the  testimonies  should  guide  us 
in  choosing  the  properties  we  acquire  and/or  hold? 

Wendal  Bull 
Burnsville,  North  Carolina 


Letter 


Rejoinder 


Dear  Wendal  Bull: 

Good  questions  deserve  thoughtful  answers,  and  space 
limitation  forbids  my  devoting  another  two  pages  to  this 
subject,  which  some  Friends  already  suspect  I ride  too 
hard.  However,  I do  not  doubt  the  ability  of  human  in- 
genuity to  subvert  any  institution  we  may  build.  We 
need  to  spend  days  and  dialogues  on  devising  checks  and 
balances  designed  to  prevent  elites  from  exploiting  the 
underprivileged.  My  preference  runs  to  limiting  group 
expenditures  and  including  outside  ombudsmen  on  boards 
of  directors.  The  power  and  disgusting  examples  of  the 
rich  must  not  blind  us  to  the  ability  of  the  poor  to  ex- 
ploit working  members  of  society  by  being  effective 
drones.  But  the  non-economic  elements  of  community 
are  attractive  enough  to  overcome  the  most  careful  calcu- 
lations of  us  bookkeepers  (economists).  I reject  the  idea 
of  guilt  for  my  ancestors’  misdeeds  in  the  clear  under- 
standing that  we  have  responsibility  for  all  resources,  for 
future  generations,  not  the  past,  and  that  we  have  to  go 
on  from  where  we  are. 

RS 


